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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 November 2005 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^3 Claim(s) 1-18 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-18 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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Applicants have failed to place a proper claim for domestic priority in the first 
sentence of the specification. 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The specification as filed discloses nothing 
about how to produce block copolymers having a plurality of first polymer blocks and a 
plurality of second polymer blocks as is implied by a block of polymers (i.e. plural) and 
in fact refers to diblock copolymers and are therefore not enabled and fail to provide a 
written description . 



Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

The polymer block containing "polymers" is unclear since a single polymer block 
necessarily contains a single polymer not multiple ones as implied by plural "polymers". 
The term "polymers" implies plural blocks not single ones. The term "polymer" in the 
fourth line of claim 1 lacks antecedent basis within this claim since "polymer" is plural up 
to this point. 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6 and 9-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Kim et al. Polymer Preprints 
1998, 39 (2), 423-424. 

Kim et al discloses the production of polystyrene-poly-L-lactide. As the structure of the 
block copolymer of the claims and application are identical, identical characteristics are 
assumed inherent and isolation of the block copolymer would presumably cause 
microphase separation. 
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With re to applicants product by process claim both applicants and patentees produce 
poly-L-lactide-polystyrene diblock copolymer and both would therefore inherently 
appear to be the same. 

Product-by-process claims are not rejected using the approach set out in 
Graham v. Deere . It is applicant's burden to show that there is a non-obvious difference 
between the product of a product-by-process claim and a prior art product which 
reasonably appears to be the same or only slightly different whether or not the prior art 
product is produced in the same manner as the claimed product. Note In re Marosi . 218 
USPQ 289, 292-293 (CAFC 1983); In re Brown . 173 USPQ 685 (CCPA 1972) and In re 
Thorpe . 227 USPQ 964 (CAFC 1985) in this regard. 



When the reference discloses all the limitations of a claim except a property or 
function, and the Examiner cannot determine whether or not the reference inherently 
possesses properties which anticipate or render obvious the claimed invention, basis 
exists for shifting the burden of proof to applicant. Note In re Fitzgerald et al. 619 F. 2d 
67, 70, 205 USPQ 594, 596, (CCPA 1980). See MPEP § 2112-2112.02. 
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The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .1 30(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1-18 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of 
copending Application No. 10/850169. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because applicants claims do not 
exclude the various features of the copending claims such as forming a template. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1-14-05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants may remove the "s" from "polymers" to overcome the above 
rejections under 35 USC 1 12. In any case even if applicants do not amend their claims 
they are requested to reiterate them since canceled claims should not be reproduced as 
applicants have done with claims 19-22. Applicants have presented no argument with re 
to the remaining art rejection. Applicants are correct that no terminal disclaimer need be 



filed if the instant case is allowed prior to copending 10/850169. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Jeffrey C. Mullis at 
telephone number 571 272 1075. 



JCM 



1-20-06 




Jeffrey C. Mullis 
J Mullis 
Art Unit 1711 



